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Key Judgments

The 26th Soviet Party Congress:
Brezhnev's Show of Unity -

The 26th Sovict Party Congress was an orchestrated show of unity from its
opening on 23 February toits closing on 3 March. The congress underscored
as never before Brezhnev's intention to surround himseli with his closc
supporters and to hold onto power as long as his health allows. No changes
were made in the composition of the Politburo or Scerctariat, and the
minimal turnover in the new Central Commiittee favored Brezhnev's family,
associatces. and proteges. The General Sceretary piacked the clite ranks more
than cver before and emerged from the congress with his power and prestige
atan all-time high.

Substantively. Brezhnev advanced a package of proposals aimed at scizing
the initiative for the USSR in international sccurity affairs and impeding
Western arms deployment programs. The proposals were designed to appeal
to Western public opinion and focuscd on both strategic and theater nuclear
force issues. Brezhnev's overall assessment of the international scenc. how-
cver, was essentially pessimistic. His remarks reflected concern that new
Western armament programs threatened the USSR relative strategic
gains of the past deccade, and he implicitly acknowledged that his detente
policy was in troublc.

" Despite Brezhnev's enhanced status, he scemed no more willing at this

congress o alicnate any of the USSR mujor power groupings than e has
been in the past. He did not. for example, join battle with powerful
government ministrics over reform of cconomic management. The congress
reaffirmed that the present Sovict leadership doces not intend to change its
course in dealing with problems in cnergy. transportation, labor productiv-
ity. and agriculture. cven though these policies have fatled to arrest the
worsening trends of the past decade.

Regional lcaders at the congress competed for increasingly scarce resources
and investment funds as they have in the past. Lobbying cfforts by rcpublic
party bosses. as well as the absence of speeific investment ligures in Premicr
Tikhonov's report on the 198 1-8S plan dircetives, conveyced the impression
that investment priorities are stil being hummered out.

Speeches at the congress showed that nationality and cthaic concerns are
very much on the minds of the Sovict lcadership. but Brezhnev's rec-
ommendations for dealing with them stuck to traditional Soviet formula-
tions thut scck primarily 1o protect Russian interests. The leadership’s




concern about the shifting demographic balance away from the dominant
Slavs was highlighted in Brezhnev's and Tikhonov's speeches. For their part.
Central Asian leaders proved sensitive to the survival of strang national
sentiments in their arcas and alleged foreign exploitation of these
scntiments.

Perhaps reflecting the leadership's luck of innovative approaches (o its
cthaic. lubor. and other economic problems. Brezhncv unenthusiastically
presented a proposal to revise the Party Program that was approved by the
22nd Party Congress in 1961 a Khrushchevian product ecmbarrassing inits
promisc of a Communist Sovict society by 1981: the proposal may have been
an initiative of idecologuc Mikhail Sustov. The congress instructed the
Central Committee to work on i new program {or consideration at the next
party congress. Becuuse it could be used cither 10 justify or 1o renounce
Brezhnev's philosophics and policics. the issuc could become prominent in
succession mancuvering of the next few years.

Despite this hint of controversy. no important lcadership divisions cmwerged
at the congress. By enduring the cight-day procecdings. morcover. Brezhnev
demonstrated that he has the political will and the physical strength to
continue pecforming his duties—albeit at a reduced pace. He atmost cer-
tuinly interprets the show of unity at the congress as a mandatce for the
present aging oligarchy . By its inaction. however, the congress has also
increased the potential for shocks to the power structure when the transfer of
power does occur.

iv



The 26th Soviet Party Congress:
B_rezhnev's Show of Unity ~ -

I. The Setting

The 26th Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) was the fourth 1o be presided
over by Leonid Brezhnev as General Scecretary. The
routinc naturce of the regional party conferences and
rcpublic party congresses that preceded the national
congress had predetermined. in effect. that the mcer-
ing would bec marked by political consotidation rather
thin transition (o a successor regime. Each congress in
the Brezhnev period has been more orchestrated and
routine-—""businesslike.” 10 usc & favorite Soviet cu-
phenmism—-than its predecessor. In fact. the 26th con-
gress was probably the most perfunctory meeting of its
kind in Sovict history. an organized show of unity
intended to impress on the party faithful and the
outside world that the aging Brezhnev lcadership is not
buckling under the pressurces for rejuvenation.

Decspite its obvious staging. kowever. the approxi-
matcly 5.000 delcgates to the congress considered it a
forum for the discussion of significant domestic issues.
Judging from the published accounts of their speeches.
regional party lcaders were most concerned with prob-
lems of cconomic management. resource allocution,
consumer welflure. and lurcign exploitation of cthnic
tcnsions between Soviet nationality groups. Although
their speeches often were a fumiliar litany of concerns
and complaints, most of the delegates seemed deter-
mincd o take the opportunity to be heard by the senior
leadcership, and many of them cngaeed in outright
lobbying for favored programs,

The highlights of the congress were, as usuul. Brezh-
ncv's review of Sovict forcign and domestic policics
over the past five years, und his assessment of present
and futurc requirements: Premicr Nikolay Tikhonov's
repart on the draft directives of the 1 1th Five-Year
Plan (19K 1-8S): and the “clection™ of a new Central
Committee and Central Auditing Commission— the
party’s “leading organs.” comprising S45 of the Soviet
clite. Mcdia attention 1o Brezhnev's furcign policy

statemcents tended 1o upstage the discussion of cco-
nomic and other significant domestic issucs, but did
not overshadaw the importance of these issucs as re-
vealed in the reports of Brezhnev, Tikhonov, and other
speakers.

II. Lcadership Stability

Brezhnev emerged from the congress with his power
und prestige at an all-time high. His physical
cndurance, the near cult surrounding his personality,
congress protocol, the composition of the party’s clite
bodics. the lack of any serious policy challenges-—-ull
indicated the strength of his current position.

Brezhnev's physical ability to withstand the rigors of
an intensive political marathon ke the party congress
scemed in doubt sincc his enervating visit to India last
December, but, after a shaky start. he proved cqual to
the task. Television coverage of the opering of the
congress ceased when Brezhnev, after speaking for six
minutcs. stumbled over the text of his report. but vidco
replays made it clear that he managed to deliver at
least an abridged version and perhaps even improved
his dclivery as he went along. e probably waus driven
by vanity or political nccessity 1o deliver the speech,
himsclf and to participate in the cntirce congress, which
apparcntly was reduced from the customary 10 work-
ing davs (o cight. presumably in deference (o the party
leader’s reduced stamina. His endurance demonstrated
that he has the political will and the physical strength
to continuc performing his dutics. albeit at a reduced
pace. :

Brezhnev's prestige at the congress waxs as high as cver.,
judging by the praisc he received fromn most speakers.
Nonctheless., subtie signs of displeasure with the ncar-
personality cult were apparent in the failure of some
speakers to join in the pacans to the General Scerctary,
Two speceches in particufar—-by Ukrainian First Sec-
rctary 2 nd Politburo member Shcherbitskiv and by the
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Sverdlovsk party chicf—-were notably cool toward
Brezhnev. Their coolness may have reflected pique at
the lack of progress in preparing for the succession.
Both men arc believed to be close 1o the 74-ycar-old
heir apparent. Andrey Kirilenko.

Protoco! also madc clear Brezhnev's continued grip on
powcr. indicating that little significant change can be
cxpected in the political configuration of the Politburo.
The departure of Nikolay Podgorayy and Alckscy
Kosygin from the lcadership since the last party con-
gress in 1976 permitted Brezhnev 1o boost some of his
clients to higher places of honor. Thus two of his closest
associates—Party Scerctary Chernenko and Premicr
Tikhonov, neither of whom were Politburo members at
the 1976 congress—ranked fourth and fifth after
Brezhnev. Suslov. and Kirilenko, according to the or-
der of their presiding pver the sessions of the congress.
The ~Old Bolshevik™ Arvid Pclshe. at 82 the only
major Sovict figure 1o have known Lenin, dropped
from fifth to cighth placc, but his historical standing
and rumorcd closencss to Suslov may protect him from
the political downiall that frcquently follows sucha
drop in the pécking order

A low turnover among Central Committec members
also bore Brezhnev's stamp. The stability that has been
a fcaturce of personncel policy under Brezhnev was
cvident in the reteation of S1 percent of the Central
Committec members who had been clected in 1976.
Candidatc members of the Central Committec and
members of the Central Auditing Commission had a
higher rate of turnover: 72 and 68 percent. respec-
tively. remaincd in place or were promoted. The overall
retention rate ameng all of those still living who were
clected 10 the Icading orguns in 1976 was about ¥3
pereent- -cqualing the record retention rate set by the
23th Party Congress.

Brezhrev's influcnce in the composition of the new
clite bodics is strikingly evident in the number of his
proteges., associates, sind cven family members who
were promoted at the congress. Brezhney, who hud
made some tentative moves ia this dircction in 1976,
came as close as he ever has to stacking the Central
Committee to the extent possible, given the high reten-
tion rate ind the ex officiv claims on Central Commit-
tee seats

M .

Somc of the promations were prefigured by Brezhnev's
appointments of favorites to key positions in the past
vear or so. The promotion of his son Yuriy o the
position of First Deputy Minister of Foreign Tradc in
March 1979 made it possible for Yuriy to become a
Ccntral Committce candidate. Similarly. his son-in-
taw Yuriy Churbanov’s assignment as First Deputy
Minister of Internal Affairs in February 1980 resulted
in his promotion from Central Auditing Commission
member to Central Committee candidate at the con-
gress.

At the same time. scveral of Brezhnev's closest assao-
ciatcs won promotions at the congress without moving
up in position: in cffect, the posts they hold were
upgraded in status. Thus A. M. Alcksandrov-Agentov.
s Brezhnev assistant, joincd two other assistants us
members of the Central Committee. while s fourth
assistant. Viktor Golikov. became a member of the
clite for the first time as a Central Committee can-
didatc. In zddition. threc KGB deputy chairmen all
political appointccs of tive 1960s who have been closely
associated with Brezhnev—were elevated 1o the rank
of Central Cormmittee member.

Brezhnev presumadly was also influeatial in the
promotion of scveral officials who  aloag with
/\lcksandrOV-/\gcnlovi;h:\\'c given close supprort to the
leadership in the farmulation of forcign poticy. These
include. most notably, Georgiy Arbatov. dircctor of the
Institute for the United States and Canada, and
Nikolay nezemisev. dircctor of the Institute of World
Fconomics and laternational Relations, who were pro-
mated 1o Centrat Commitice members, as well as
I=vestia’s Political Qbserver Alcksande Bovia. who
became u member of the Central Auditing Commis-
sion. Scveral others with reputations as "American-
ists " —including First Deputy Forcign Minister
Korniyenko und Ambassador to India Vorontsov -
won promotions to Centrat Committee member. and
another. Ambassador to the United Nautions Trovinov-
skiv. becamc a Central Auditing Commission member.
{n the casc of these three. however. the tic to Brezhney
is tenuous it best. and the post itself may be suffi-
ciently important to rate a place on the leading bodics.

nha






Finally. Brezhnev's influcnce was reflected in the high
proportion of party officials whao were promoted 1o
Central Committee membership from a position which
did not carry such status at the fast Party congress.
Thase whose positions were upgraded in status in-
cluded 17 purty officials, cight government admin-
isteators. and two military officers, as well as several
token workers, the three KGB deputy chairmen. and
Arbatov and tnozemtsev. The government officials
were carcer burcaucrats who had risen under former
Premier Kosygin, while the two new militiry men had
assumed important command positions, '

The failure of the leadership to make any change in the

composition of the Politburo or the Scerctariat under-

seores Brezhnev's interest in continuing 1o work with

the policy team he has laboriously assembled over 1he
yeurs and 10 postponc any rejuvenation that mipht
husten the succession process. Even fvan Arkhipov, the

m.\\l\ appointed., 73-veur-old First Deputy Premicr.,

- wcd toattain Politburo status, although he his been o
close associute of Brezhnev and Tikhonov, The leader-
ship may well have decided to postpance actions affect-

“ing the Bolitburo and Secretariat soas not wdetrict
from the xhow of unity at the congress. The aging
oligarchy has thus given itscif mandaie o continuc
“busically conservative policies. This inaction. however,
has increased the potential for shacks to the power
structure whicn the transter of power does aceys

HL Forcign Policy

Responding 1o US criticism of Soviet actions, Bresl-
nevasought o porteay Sovict policy as maderate and
conciliatars while putting the blime fer internition:d
tension on the United States. 1He generatly avaided
comment an current US-Sovict points of tension such
as Bl Sadvador and Afghanisin, The ke ol diplao-
nuicand seecurity rroposils he advianced wis designed
taseize the initiative for Maoscow in intern: ttional
relations and o impede. or at leist retard. US and
NATO armis deployment progeama. The propasils
were aarelully crafted for the widest posible appeal ta
Western public opinion while advancing formulations
for negotiations thit would be 1o Maoscon s advantuage.

Dails briefings for Western correspondents through-
aut the congress by the chicl of the CPSU taterna-
tional Information Department. Leenid Zamyatin,
and others. presaged it massive paat-cong ress dipla-
nutic and propaganda e ampaign designed todraw the
United States inws a new diadogue while undercutting
W L\lurn support for US forcign policies. Given Bresh-
nev's imprimatue, and the immediate and continying
diplomatic and propagandz: offensive, the package of
proposals may ultimadely rank with the Breshnes
“peitee program® announced at the 24th CPSU Con-
pressin 1971

A Deteriorating laternational Situation. Breshnev
manopolized the role of spokesman for Soviet forei
polics. as he has since the cirly 19705, There was little
serious discussion of Tarcign alfiirs by ather alficinls
and delegutes. Several republic party (irst secretarios
clitboruted on issues of apeciad concern 1o their own
political domains. but they did mn o bevond Brezh-
nev's renacks.

While Breszhney mentioned some specific gains in for-
cign lTairs fur the Siviets. his characterizition of the
internationatl scene wits generally pessimistic and re-
fNleeted the deterioration of ithe international climate
from the Sovict point of view since the oreviogs o
srossan 176, He set the tone with the statement that
the past five yeitrs were a “compléy. fempestuous
tme. T when the “aggressiveness of the policy aof im-
pericdism, above all American, sha rpds incrensed.”
This was i tacit admission that his detente palicy had
cncountered serious prablems in the iuem of growiny
Woestern distrust of and eeaction 1o Soviet intentions

and actions

US-Sawier Retations, BresZhoey noted thit the intern:-

tional situation depends “to i firge degree an the
policics of the Sovier Union and the U nited States,”
and left na doubt that his overriding objective w s o
reverse the continuing deteriortion of bilateral rely-
tons. He referred to candidhy bellicone calls and
stitements o being hewrd Feom Washington . . which
seem to be specially intended to poison the atmosphere
ol relittions between atr countries.” but refrained From
shshing atticks on the U nited Suites and rendered o
cutiousy ponitive assessment of US intentions




Hreszhney appeired to be preoccupicd with US cllorns
o alter the East-West strategic relationship tivrough
new deploy ment programs i the Lonited States and
ather NATO countries. His remarks were designed wo
inhibitor stow dows these deploviments. particulachy in
thesiter nucicar forces, and exploit differences between
the Western adlies on these isues. His renuirks re-
Mected cancern that newl vigoraus Western ar-
anucaent programs threaten the USSR celative steiate-
sins of the past decade. His fnability w offer the

el

aasemibled Sovict clite any dxsurances that this trend

cauld be hadted conte ibuted to the generd pessinmism ol

his remuarks

SALT Negotiations. Breshney s ulfer o negotiate
Limitations and reductons of strategiv arms “withowt
dekiy 7 is the moat direct and urgent statement since
the US clections, indicating Soviet withingness cither (o
rencpatiate SALT THar, perliaps, L negotinte it
AT Hand-a-haat™ seenrd

Hix specific proposal to limit deployment of the newest
1ypes of US and Soviet puclear missile submarines and
1o ban modernized and new miasites (o them suggests
that the Soviet approach toany renewed disarmament
Lelks will be more active than simply respanding to
issues raised by the United State

Theater Nuclear Forces. Brezhaev's propasal for i
“moratoriuay “on deploy ing new auctear missilesn
t:urope and for (reezing the “quantitative and quali-
Lative” level of these missiles and of existing US “for-
ward-based” nuclear systems is atmed dircetly
NATO s plan to deploy new US missiles. Hoalsare-
sponds ta West German Chancellor Schmidt’'s past
cxpressions of interest in achicving sonc kind of liniti-
tons

The proposal appears (o preserve i Sovict aption
continue deployment of 35-20 missiles but to leave
littde roam for possible US replacement of existing
avstems with new gmur\d-luunchcd cruise and batlistic
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missiles. Brezhnev also struck at Chancellor Schmidt
indircetly in several places in his speech, seemingly
challenging him o be more helpful to Moscow on the
theater nuclear forces issuc.

Confidence-Building Measures. In defereace to the
W\ et Luropeans. Brezhnev offered to consider extend-
ing the zone for military confidence-building measures
ta the entire Lurapean part of the USSR if the West
wauld “reciprocate.” presumably including US terri-
tory. This offer was in part meant 1o portray an image
of Soviet Nexibility for the Conferenee on Sceurity and
Cooperation in Europe review being held in Madrid,
although it adone does not bridge the gap between the
[astern and Westera positions.

In an offer scemingly aimed at repitiring battered
Saviet relations with Asian countrics and at constrain-
ing possible US, Chinese. and Japanese military meas-
urcs. he also proposed that confidence-building imcas-
urex be considered Jur the Far Fast

IV. The Economy

Tinkcring With Economic Management. Among the
danestic issues raised at the congress, management of
the cconomy occupicd the attention of virtually evers
speaker. Despite deep and widespread concern, iittle
cvidence was given of progress on importaint manage-
ment reforms. The congress demaonstrated ngain
Brezhney's reluctance or inability to coniront poweriul
ministrics on such issues as the balance between party
and state cantrol of the economic mcchirnism, and the
relative priorities of national and regionad prerogatives.,
Despite hisincreased prestige and abilits 10 manip-
uliate the composition of the party apparcatus. Brezhney
showed no inclination o attack the Stalinist ceconomic
legacy that is responsible for nuiny of the current ills.
The congress affirmed. if there ever win iiny doubt,
that his leadership will pass on that legaey intac

Ty immaterial whethere this reluctance o foree
change is biased on it more optimiste assessment off
Sovict ccanomic prospects than that held in the West
or whether it stems from the lcadership's reluctiance to
1oin o battde it may well lose. The end resuli is that the

current leadership will struggle with fts serious energy .-

agriculture, transportition, labor productivity . and

Lol O]

other cconomic problems using essentially the same
touls that have failed in the past to arrest the worscning
trends.

Brezhnev has long advocated organizational changes
to improve coordination among the various branches of
the ecconamy and achicve u better integration of na-
tional and rcgional plans. In his October 1980 Central
Commitiée plenum speech, he called on the Ceuncit of
Ministers to conclude its work on reorganization pro-
posals “before the congress™ so that “obsolcte struc-
tures™ would not be brought into the new Five-Year
Plan. In his report 1o the congress, however. Brezhney
indicited that the Council of Ministers had adopted
only i serics of halfway measures  “steps in the right
dircetion.”

Deupite the apparent faituce of the Council of Min-
isters to come up with a comprehensive reorganization
plan. Brezhnev retreated somewhat from his previous
position. warning that “sluggishress™ in improving the
organizational structure would not be tolerated but
setting no new deadline for completion of that task.
Premier Tikhonov. assuming i stance that differed
little from that of his predecessor Kosygin, placed the
main burden for the solution of management problems
on the State Planning Committee (Gosplan) and of-
fered no suggestions for major organizational change.
In contrast ta Brezhnev. he placed more emphasis on
changing the “methods and sty le™ of management,
suggesting a piccemeceal approach to the problem

Three relatively small managerial changes were re-
vealed ai the congress. The first of these-- the estab-
lishment of “integruted interindustry subanits™ within
Gosplien —is an essentially conservative response 1o
management difficuttics caused by the inability of the
cconomy, urganized “vertically by industrial branch.
to cope with camplex problems requiring extensive
“horizontal” courdination. That idea has been strongly
resisted by the governmieal burcaucracy, and espe-
cially by Kosvgin. The new subunits scem designed to -
correct Gosplan's excessively departmental approach
ta planning. but they are a far ¢ry from the
supraministerial organs that Brezhnev has proposed to
handle these problems.




A sccond organizational chiange was the establishment
of aa “interdepartmentl territorind commission”™ at-
tached 10 Gosplan and located in Tynmen Oblast. the
petroleum development center. This apparcently is an
cxperimental effort to deal with complaints of inad-
cquate regional control coming from arcas that serve
as sites of important natienal programs (such as the
development of petrolcum tn western Siberia) and from
“territorial-production complexes™ for exploiting natu-
ral resources. Some local pany officials had argued
that new organizational forms of management were
nceded just to cope with these problems. Kosygin and
other government leaders. however. had simply called
on Gosplan to improve its integration of nationul and
regional plans—aun approach that would leave the
branch principlec of management fully intact. In an
apparcat compromisc of these two positions. the
Tyumen-based commission may increase local influ-
cnce in the management process. but only under
Gosplan’s overall contro!

Both Brezhnev and Tikhonov mentioned the extablish-
ment of a commission under the Presidium of the
Council of Ministers to oversee development of the
West Siberian oil and gas complex. The Presidium
alrcady has u number of specialized commissions
reporting to i, but this onc apparently is the first 1o
focus on development of a particuliar region. When it
was m'i'ginally proposed by Siberian cconomists in
1978, it was 10 have been subordinitce to both the purty
Central Committee and the Council of Ministers, an
arrangement that would have given it added clou”

Despite these “steps in the right dircction,” regional
delegates to the congress indicited thut they were far
from satisficd with the management structure. filing
their usual complaints about central goverament ne-
glectof their interests. Gennadiy Bogomyuakov., party
lcader in Tyumen Oblast, fziled cven to mention the
ncw Tyumen-based commnission, suggesting that he
may view this as aa inadequate remedy

Some regional officials proposed their own nusnagerial
solutions. most of them involvieg an increase of locul
pirty influcace in central planaing and management.
The Moscow Oblast feader. for cexample, proposed the
adoption ol a comprchensive plan tor the sociveco-

nomic development of his oblast. an idea: that pre-
viously has been tried in teningrad and Sverdlovsk.
Regioniil party officials generally have supported the
develapment of such plaas (encompassing housing.
cducation, medical. and other servicesi as one way of
cutting across departmental boundarics and increasing
their influence in the central planning process

In a similar bid for increased local control, the party
first secretary in Sverdlovsk Oblast suggested that the
hundreds of coastruction organizations in his oblast
now subordinitte to 36 different ministrics and
committees-  be combined under onc local coordinat-
ing organ. This would both reduce the numbers of
managcerial personncl. he said. and strengthen party
-influcace in the construction scctor

Despite this kind of party pressure - - from oblast to
Politburw fevel  for reform of the manaugement struc-
ture. the evidence suggests that central government
forces can still resist any reorganization that might
diminish their iafluence. At the 23th Party Congress.,
Brezhnev had sought to assure his audience that his
proposals for management reform had not been hastily
conceived. saying that he had abided by the saving that
“one must measure not seven times . .. but cight or
even 10 times before cutting.” The luck of progress
reporied at this congress. however. indicates that the
“measuring” coatinucs. while meaningf{ul reform re-
.mains i distant prospect.

t'vod Problems. The congress also provided evidence
that the leadership has not vet been able to hammer
aut the details of its much advertised progeam o
cnsure an adequate supply of food lollowing two
successive harvest disasters. Onee again the regime
seemed unible o overcome burciducratic inertis and
obstructionism. despite the importance of food its i ke
incentive L ritise libor productivits an an eavironment
where resources are incrcasingly scarce. Instead. the
regime apparently intends 1o rely on exhortation. some
renewed conphasis on stimulating private farming. and
large imports of foodstulfs

Brezhney acknowledged it the congress that the

vaunted food program was oaly in the beginning
stuges, although he had insisted kst October that it

niia




shiould be an integrad part of the aew five-vear plan. A
high-level Gosplan official, who held it press con-
ference during the congress, wits cven more cmiphatic
about the lack of progress. admitting that it was impos-
sible to be specific about haw the food program would
be implemented '

Breshnev's report streased thist the program would link
agriculture more closely with the industrics iavolved in
storing. processing. and marketing farm products and
with other componeats of the agro-industrial complex.
Although Breshney did aat reiterate his propositl of
fast Qctober that this complex be admiinistered as
single unit. the forcign policy section of his report did
refer fivorably tr the Hungarian and Bulgarian expe-
rieaces with integrated agro-industrial management.
suggesting that he still favars this idea

Several regional party teadees used the food program
Lo praise cxperiments in acw forms of agricultural
management being conducted in their regions. Geor-

gian pirty boss Shevardnadze called attention to the
le.lblhhm(,nl of district-fevel agro-industrial associ-
ations in his republic. L].ummg, thut good resulis had
been achieved from Couperative arrangements between
private farmers and the collective farms modeled after
the practice in Hungary, The newly appointed
NMoldavian party boss was equally foreefulin priising
ki republic™s rival ¢ xperiments in interftem coopera-
tion and agro-industrial integrittion

Both Brevhney and Premier Tikhonov made clear than
the foud program  however it is o be managed is
intended to ensure it more bakineed develupment of all
sectors comprising the agro-industriad complex and
that sume redistribu tion of resourees to bring lagging
sectors up o an acceptable level is contemplated. The
starige. transportation, and processing industrics
muke up oac arca ol concern. In his congress report. s
on cirlicr uceasions. Brezhney called attention to the
cnormats losses ol agriculiural prodacts due t inad-
squate storage and processing faciliies. 1 believe.” he
added. that the live-yenr plan should call for & more
On
the ather lnd. complaints at the congress by regional
ofTicials sbout the pour quadity . insufficient quantity .
and limited nnpe of ecicultural machinery suggest

rapid prowth in investments in these industriea.”

T

that there is considerable pressure to put more re-
¢ into modernizing this sectar. Brezhaer™s lubby-
ing suggests that the issucis not completely resolved.

Tikhonovstated that investments in the agro-industrial
«ector would amount o “afmost oac-third™ of totat
investments in the cconomy. Thaugh still excecdingly
large. this represents a slightly smaller share than was
allocated in 1976-80 collectively to agneulture and o
those industrics that would be included in the agro-
industrixl complex. Thus. the added help to lagging
scctors that Brezhney and others called for presumably
will h.n 19 come {rom a redistribution of resources
within the agro-industrial sector itsel”

The Tugging Over Pavestments. Acuve cconomic lob-
bying for resources on the part of republic and oblast
party leaders stood in contrast to the balanced. consen-
<us presentations of Brezhnev and Tikhonov. The lob-
bying scems to have had litlde immediate impact. since
the plan directives were approved ait the end of the
congress with no dramatic changes. but local feuders
may still hope (o effect some minor shilts before Octo-
ber, when the complete plan is scheduled 10 be ap-
proved

Brezhnev stressed the need 1o husbuad scaree re-
sources including encrey. metals. and manpower. s
well its the need to improve quality and raise productiv-
ity. Tikhonov, in a comparatively short report, atso
<tressed the vintensive” development of the cconomy.

Tikhonov. for the lirst time. tied the food program toa
consumer goads program lust mentioned i year itgo.
The consumer goods program, according to Tikhonov,
would “renew and extend the range of consumer goods.
improve their quadity . and increase the sale of new.
[ashionable. inexpeasive. quality products.” The con-
SUMCT gouds PrOErim Wits AMOng Mix Priority prograns
named in March 198C by State Planning Committee.
Chairman Baybakov. Talk of @ consumer goods pro-
gram. hawever, ended in the late summer when Brezh-
acv began w push the food program. Now 1S appar-
ently being revived. at least rhetorically.
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Neither leader dealt at leagth with eegional develop-
meni. though Brezhnev, in his discussion of the na-
tionalits question. went further than he had in 1972,
when he declared that basic equalization between the
republics had been achicved. On this uecasion he tilted
in favor of greater development of the heartland of
Great Russia. the so-called nonbiack carth zone

Vigorous lobbying took place at the congress on the
critical issuc of water resources, so necessary for
drought-prone Sovict agriculturc. The party lcaders of

* Kazakhistan and 1two Central Asian republies that
stand to gain the most from a massive project to divért
Siberian rivers repeited demands voiced at the fast
party congress in 1976: other regional leaders also
madc claims to water, albeit through less grandiose
projects

The diversion of part of the Nlow ol the Siberian rivers
o irrigate Central Asia has been discussed for nueny
veirs. At the last party congress Kazakh party boss
Kunavev. Uzbek First Secrctary Rashidov, and
Turkmen party lcader Gapurov pushed for immediate
action. TheM0th Five-Year Plun directives (1976-800.
approved by that congress, reflected their appead by
providing that preliminary scientific studics be initi-
ated. Renewed pressure from these leaders in fate 1978
resulted in a joint decrec of the Central Committec and
Council of Ministers calling fur the completion of
preliminary work. When the druft directives uppeared
lust December, however, they only proposed more pre-
liminary scieatific work. while a similar project o
divert water to the North Caucasus - pushed at the
last congress by Krasnodar kray party boss Medu-
nov -was slated to begin “preparacory work.”

The Central Asian party lcaders, probably with the
aim of placing their project on a par with the North
Caucasus scheme. began a concerted media and politi-
cal campaign to drum up support both locatly and
nationally. They mounted un extensive cumpaign in
conjunction with the public discussion of the plan.
including a 20-minute documentary color film pro-
duced in Tushkent as well as severat articles ie the
national and local press. [n the past Uzbek party boss
Rashidov pressed for speedier action and. at the Uzbek
party congress in Junuary, he called for “the practical
start of this woerk during this five-year plan.”

Kunayev. Gapurov, and Rashidov linked the diversion
scheme with Brezhnev's *food program.” undoubtedly
in the hopes of gaining 2reater support than Maoscow
has given in the past five years. Rashidov. for instance.
claimed that the scheme would “permit the ercation of
a unique and highly productive region™ and “be a
matjur contribution 1o the food program.” Kirgiz party
boss Uisubalivey. while not dircctly supporting the oth-
ers. also referred to the food program in promoting i
morce modest scheme to divert part of the Surydzhaz
River ¢

The lobbying on the Siberian river diversion project
appeirs 10 be a rarc, publicly coordinated effort to
increase suppore for a controversial and very costly
project. Those pushing the project may have been
frustrated temporarily. despite the presumed political
influcnce of Kunavev. who is a Politburo member. and
Raushidov. a Politburo cundidate. since the congress
approved final directives that did not modify the inttiul
draft’s language. They will undoubtedly continue their
cfforts behind the scenes, but Brezhnev's call for focus-
ing ncw investment in Central Russia, as well as more
pressing investment needs in energy and the retooling
of Sovict industry. docs not bode well for their success.

In addition 10 the Central Asians, the Altay und
Nouvosibirsk party leaders also laid chuim o share of
Siberia’s water reserves. while RSFSR Premicer
Solomentsey, a Politburo candidate. lent support to the
idea of irrigating arid parts of Siberia and called for a
“comprchensive approach to the use of natural re-
sources.” including water. His comment seemed aimed
at countering pressure for watter fram the Central
Asiuns,

There were noticeable differences in the way regionald
feaders pressed for increased investments. Many
speakers from cast of the Urals expressed relutive
satisfaction with the party™s ceonomic program and
lobbicd only for comparatively minor readjustients
such as new factories and more housing. They scemed
morc concerned with management issues, asking for
better coordinition between mintstries insupport of
the massive construction projects under way in Siberiu.
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Their overall satisfaet® i contrasted sharply with the
complitints of spokesn.es for older industrial arcus,
The Mascow Oblast party boss, for example. carped
that “we are foreed o beg money ™ from the USSR and
Russian Republic Gosplins for “numerous ucute needs
in the municipal service sphere.”™ He aiso asked that
the Ministry of the Automotive Industry madernize an
existing factory in his oblast cather than build a new
one clsewhere-- u request to which the minister seemed
toaceede in a later specch. Simitar frustration showed
in the speeches of the Tatar party leader. who pleaded
thitt Siberia's surplus petrochemicals be sent o his
region o keep factores there operating. The party boss
in the Siberian area of Kemerovo complained that no
new mine had been opened in 20 vears in his region.
implying that this older arex would be hard pressed 1o
mecet the demands of the new five-vear plan.

The Ukrainian speskers., however, displayved the most
consistent dissatisfaction. The Ukrainian Premicr., the
Donctsk party icader. and cven Ukrainian republic
party boss Sheherbitskiv showed signs of unhappiness
with cconomic pluns. Sheherbitskiv did not dirccth
address the issuc of investments. but subtle signs of his
frustration were apparent. At one paint, he called for
pluns that were feasible. suggesting that fuads lor
Ukrainian development laive been insufficient in re-
cent years. in the past, Shcherbitskiy has consistently
exchewed lobbying publicly for mure imvestment in b
republic, but the pressing needs of the Ukrainc's aging
industry  which was a theme of some of the speakers
it the carlier republic party congress  may have con-
vinced him that it is nece sary. In the last five-year
pian. investment in the Ukraine grew only 19 pereent
compared to 29 percent for the USSR s i whaole:
sccording o Sheherbitskiy . the new plan sct invest-
mentan the Ukraine at nearly the same fevel.

The impression of discontent was strengthened by the
Ukrainian Premier. who reminded the congress of the
need tao modernize industry. particular!y ta his home
buse  the Donbas. He catled fur investments to mad-
craize the stagnant Ukrainian coal and metdlurgical
industries. The Donetsk pacty boss delivered sinvilar
requests. (v

W

The Ckratinians' lobbying for their aging industriual
base reculls the case of former Ukrainian party boss
Shelest. wha complained of investment nadequacics at
the 24th Purty Congress in 1971 and was demoted saon
aflterwards. At that time. Shcherbitskiv championed
Brezhnev's concept of “proportional development™ of
the national cconomy, & roundabout way ol approving
the castwared shift of investment. but he now appeies 1o
be moving gradually away from this pasition

V. Political-1dcological Issues

Nau'onalily Problems. Brezhney displayved sensitivity
1o continuing problems in this arei. ind sought to
strike a bulance between recognition of minority rights
and “exaggeration” of national “differences™ in the
Soviet Union. He conceded that modernization was
giving risc to cthaic tensions but offered no clear
solution. Although he acknowledged ths: cight of ethnic
groups to “duc representation” in party and state
bodies. he fuiled 1o spell out what constitutes such
representation.

Brezhnev secemed primarily concerned o proteet Rus-
sian interests. He remarked thit the numtcer of citizens
of sonindigenous cthnic groups huve increasced consid-
crably in some republics in recent years and they have
their specific requirements in the sphere of culture,
language, and cveryday life. Russians, of course, com-
posc the vast oaority of this group

Brezhner's statements on ethnic problems ke on
added significance in a cungress marked by heavy
lobbying by regionul leuders for i share of the invest-
ment pic. He wld hix audicace that the progress
accomplished by backward arcas of the Soviet Union
was dircctly attributable to the ussistance of the Rus-
stan people. Now that these arcas ure no lunger back-
ward. Brezhnev urgued. the assistance should Nlow in
the other direction --specifically (o aid agricultural
development of the Russian republic’s nonbliuck carth

zang.

Both Brezhney iand Tikhonov referred 1 new provi-

stons for an unprecedented. regionally differentiated
demographic policy that is clea rly designed 1o stimuy-
late the birth rate in the low-fertility, predominantly




Slavic regions of the country. The limited provisions
stress maternity and child-care benefits, to be imple-

eated gradually and by region.” This suggoests that
they may never see the light of day in the high-fertility,
predaminaaty Musliny regions.

The mcasures, which apparently were claborated in
response to Brezhnev's call at the 25th Party Congress
for an “effective” demographic policy. are a radical
departure from the single standard that has been up-
plied in cll regions of the Soviet Union since the
"Octaber Revolution. Until now the regime has ap-
peared reluctanit o abandon the single standard be-
cause tadoso would imply the state's interest in
regulating the size of the country's minority proups. M
appears, however, that the growing cconomic, political.
and social pressures caused by the continued imbal-
ance in population growth between Slavs and Muslims
have impelied the leadership towird greatler prigy-
matism.

Regional leaders wha followed Brezhnev 1o the con-
gress podium predictably offered glowing (ributes to
the Russian people. Forgxample, Georgian party boss
Shevardnadze compared the help of the Great Russian
people ta g beacon of light that lifted Georgia out uf s
former darkness, and the Armenian parts leader,
Demirchyan, gave thanks to the Russian people who,
he said. “more than 130 yeurs ago held out o fraternal
helping hand and led us o the shore of salvation.”

At the same time, party leaders from most republics,
particuliurly those in Centeal Asia. demonstrated sen-
sitivity to the continued evidence ol strong national
seatiments in their arcas and concern over Western
exploitation of this issue. For example, the Turkmen
party chiel blamed “imperialist forees™ and Maists
for distorting the essence of the PUrty’s nationadity
policy und using religious propaganda o sow discord
among the population. The Kirgiz leader cxphicids
charged that “*class encmies™ of the Soviei Union were
using the Soviet intervention in Alghanistan 1o under-
mine the “unity of the Soviet people.”

Events in Poland evidently are heightening ¢thnic ten-
stons in the Bultic republics. The Estonian party boss
stated that “ideological wirlfare™ wis being wiged
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toward his republic due taits location on the “front
lines.” The Lithuanian leader railed against Lithaa-
nisn emigees calling them “stooges of Americin im-
perialism.” The Armenian party boss chustized
“fricnds™ of the Sovict Union who accasionally join in
thcabuse  an apparent reference to Furocommunists
whao hitve been critical of Soviet policy toward Poland.

Trade Unions in an Ambiguous Position. Against the
buckdrop of continuing lubor unrest in Poland. discus-
sien at the congress on trade unions and consumer
welfarg reflected leadership concern over the possible
spread of the Polish virus and the need to take preven-
tive action,

Brezhnev's discussion of the rule of trade unions was
aimed at boosting the unions prestige with the Sovier
warker. He emphasized the right ol trude unions 1o
lobby for worke? interesis., berating the unions fur
insufficiently cxercising their “wide-ranging” rights on
behalf of workers. This is in marked contrust 1o his
1976 congress report. where the oaly mention of trade
unions oceurred in the context of raising production.

Worker representation in the party’s leadership also
was an issuc¢ at the congress. Ordinary workers had
been “elected™ to several republic Central Committee
burcaus befure the congress o fact that Brezhney
noted approvingly . The parts leader's approbation.
however, evidently was an exercise in rhetoric. The
caongress failed even 10 promote the chairmiin of the
Soviet trade unions w the runks of the Politburu. a
status the post had enjoved uatil 1975, when trade
union head Alcksandr Shelepin was sacked., Nonc af
the other speakers endorsed in cexpunded role Tur the
unions. The remarks of Soviet trade union leader
Shibayev were generadly conservative in wne. deserib-
ing the purpose of trade unions us raising production.
Atthe end of the congress. ncither he nor any other
represeatative of the triude unions or workers wis in-
cluded in the acwly “clected™ Politburo.,




The Parey Program Brought Out of the Dustbin. In Kl
move of patentially major ideological signilicance,
Brezhnev put farward a praposal 10 revise the 1961
Party Program. Ostensibly, such a revision would
produce a program that better reflects chianged con-
ditions in the domestic and international arens. The
old program’s excessively optimistic predictions for
aosouree of embarrassment ta this
peesuntably will be toned down.

Sovict saciely
conservative regime

The 1961 progrm wus a palitical platform from which
Nikita Khrushehev pursued his own particulice vision
of detente and ccanomic reform. s theoretical innovi-
tions as well as its practical political ASpeCts were
designed o enhance the power of the party at the
expense of the state burcaucracy. Khrushehev's an-
nouncement that the materizl-technical basis of Com-
nmiunism had been established in the Soviet Union
immedisteh ruised the question of whether the statte
and purty were obsolete. His solution to this dilemnia
ol Murxiun theory was the proposition that the party
would grow while the state withered away. Various
functions carried aut by gavernment argans would
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eventually be taken over by “public organizations,”
This process made some heasdwiy undee Khrushehe
For example. tasks formerly handled by the militia
were tken vver by voluntary citizens” graups, and
“eomrades courts” began. at least partially, (o sup-
plant officiat courts of bw

What form i revised party progriun nught tuke is not
known. but it scems doubtful that it would ASHIN sCrve
as 1 focal point of conflict between the MLty apparcatus
and the state burcaucracy. The Breshney leadership
his notattemipted seriously ta supplaot the govern-
ment in cconomic af lairs, Reports fram Leningrad last
full linked @ propasad 0 revise the party progeam with o
scheme to ereste s new party urgan. called Paciplan. as
i counterpart 1o Gosplan an abvious play taencroich
on the state plianning apparitus. This scheme never pot
off the ground. hawever, und there was no hint of it in
discussions it the congres:

Brezhnev's vague comments on the economic guals ta
be extablished by the new prograam and hus use ol the
concept of developed socidism suggest that the revi-
sion is intenddéd mercely 1o legitianize the status qua. tn




this context, he called for claborating cconomic princi-
ples rather than predicting cconomic particulars- an
appaceat allusion to the 1961 program’s oplimistic
promisc cf a living standard higher than that found in
any capitalist country. including the goal of a 34- 1o
36-hour workweek and a month’s paid annuad lcave lor
workers by 1980

It is possible that Brezhnev, at the height of his politi-
cal power, intends to usc revision of the party program
to legitimize political developmenis since the fall of
Khrushchev. particularly such initiatives as deteate
that are associated with Brezhnev. At the same time, a
revised party program could provide Brezhnev with the
opportunity to sct a political agendz for the future.

The idea may not have originited with Brezhnev, His
call for a new program seemed lukewiarm at best. and
he did not personally identily himsell with the pro-
posil. This is in marked contrast to 1961, when
Khrushchev headed u specin] comymission for revising
the old program. The 26th congress instructed the
Central Committee to prepire a new program, but
Brezhnevy was not identified as heading the effort.
Brezhnev, in fact, may be reluctant to begin a review of
purty doctrine when it is unlikely he will be able 1o see
it through to completion. Drafting a acw party pro-
griun riises the possibility - eapecially i succession
struggle has begun during the process  that the
Rrezhnev years could be condemned rather than
praised. Inany case. revision of the program scems
morc likely 1o be in the interest of party ideologues
than pragaatic politicians like Brezhnev. Indeed. there
is cvidence 1o suggest that the dean of Soviet
ideologucs. Party Sccrctary Suslov, sponsored the pro-
posal. The defegates who endorsed the preposal
including Romunav. Grizhin, Solomentsev, and Kise-
iev from the Politburo--are thaught o have close ties
to Suslov. On the ather hand, Politburo members
identificd with Brezhney  Kunayev. Sheherbitskiy .
Aliyev, and Sheviardnadze  Failed even o nicntion the
ideit in their congress speeches. In view of this lincup.
progress on any revision is likely ta be slow.




